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RESPONSE TO NOTIFICATION OF NON-COMPLIANCE WITH THE 
REQUIREMENTS OF 37 C.F.R. 51.192(C) 

Commissioner for Patents 
Washington, D.C. 20231 
Box Appeal Brief 

Sir: 

In response to the Notification of Non-Compliance with the Requirements of 37 C.F.R. 
§1.1 92(c), mailed on April 24, 2002 ("Paper No. 21"), please consider the following remarks and 
accompanying replacement Appeal Brief. 

Appellants gratefully acknowledge the Examiner's efforts in indicating any lack of clarity 
that may have existed in Appellants' previously submitted Appeal Brief. 

Appellants respectfully disagree with the Examiner's contention that Appellants' Appeal 
Brief, mailed on October 9, 2001, fails to contain an argument which specifies the errors in the 
two outstanding rejections based upon 35 U.S.C. §103. 
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In particular, while the Examiner contends that "Appellant does not list the separate 
rejections in the 'Issues' section. . . 'The Examiner's Rationale' section. . . or the 'Argument 5 
section" of the Appeal Brief (Paper No. 21, page 3), Appellants respectfully note that no such 
requirement exists under 37 C.F.R. §1.1 92(c). Instead, the only requirement is that Appellants 
provide a "concise statement of the issues presented for review" and "the contentions of 
appellant with respect for each of the issues presented for review." See, 37 C.F.R. §§1.1 92(c)(6) 
and (c)(8). 

Appellants also respectfully disagree with the Examiner's contention that "Appellant's 
'Issues' section of the brief contains a considerable number of arguments." Paper No. 21, page 4. 
Appellants respectfully submit that the Examiner has confused factual statements concerning the 
various publications cited by the Examiner for argument. 

Nevertheless, in an effort to clarify the issues and arguments presented in the Appeal 
Brief, Appellants have separately stated each contention of the Examiner. Moreover, because 
Appellants' arguments for the patentability of the claims are the same for each rejection under 35 
U.S.C. §103, Appellants have stated an intent to address these rejections as a single Argument in 
the Appeal Brief Appellants have also clarified the reasons why it is believed that the art relied 
on by the Examiner, taken as a whole, does not render Appellants' claims obvious. 

Appellants respectfully request entry of the accompanying replacement Appeal Brief. 
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